The Principle of Responsibility
Thefocus of this paper lies on the soldiers perspective in general and on just war theorysprinciple of responsibility in particular. Thequestion is whether thereare two different kinds of responsibility in times of war. In the following, Iwill juxtapose theoretical considerations with practical views,b ut Id raw thosev iews exclusively from literary examples.Iwould like to argue that these literary voices might contributet othe philosophical debate that has ensued between different proponents of just war theory over the last couple of decades.Michael Walzer has argued that the justice of war and justice in war are independent of one another: "Jusadbellum requires us to make judgments about aggression and self-defense; jus in bello about the observance or violation of the customary and positive rules of engagement.The two sorts of judgment are logically independent. It is perfectly possible for ajust war to be fought unjustly and for an unjust war to be fought in strict accordance with the rules."
1 While this sounds logical and more or less inconspicuous,this independence thesis nevertheless has as erious implication for the soldiersm orals tatus and their moral responsibility.S ince they do not declarewar, they are not responsible for it, even if it is unjust.One simply has to distinguisht wo kinds of responsibility:a ccording to Walzer, we "drawaline between the war itself,for whichsoldiers are not responsible,and the conduct of the war, for whicht hey are responsible,a tl east within their own sphere of activity."
2 Thedistinctionallows us to distinguish between differentresponsibilities and culpabilities in war. If soldiers are responsible for their ownconduct, they are potentially culpableifthey do wrong. If they are not responsible for the war, they are not liable to be held culpable if it is an unjust war. As Walzer first put it in 1977, "their war is not theircrime."
3 Despite the seeming logic of his argument, many theorists question Walzersi ndependencet hesis severely.T he mostp rominent amongt hose is possibly Jeff McMahan, who argues in his book Killing in War (2000) against both the independence of jus ad bellum and jus in bello and against the moralequality of soldiers.His counterarguments have set off along-lasting debate that continues to this day and this debate lies at the heart of this paper. However, Iwill not engage in the philosophical exchange,but rather demonstrate that literary texts of differentages share very similar concerns.Just war theoryhas not only found its way onto contemporary stages,b ut already features prominently in early moderndrama as Ihope to showinthe following.
In his response to McMahanscriticism of the logical distinction between jus ad bellum and jus in bello,W alzer takes astep back to the basic assumptions made about war to remind ust hat war is "a coercively collectivizing enterprise" that "overridesindividuality." 4 He argues thattheorists of war should not consolidate or sustain this all-encompassing view,but try to restore the soldiersindividuality. Interestingly,t herea re at leasto ne contemporary and one early modern playwright who seem to share this concern. They use their plays to restorethe soldiers individualityand they do so with an overt focus on the soldiersresponsibility. Edinburgh Festival to raving reviews.The play dramatizes the real deployment of the Scottish infantry battalion in the Iraq Warin2004 and is based on interviews with soldiers after their return. It consists almost entirely of verbatim dialogueand thus tells the story from the soldiers perspective.Their own experience is almost the sole focus of the play and it turns out that they are not only preoccupied with their recollection of battle,but more importantly with their role as soldiers in a war that the public has come to condemn as unjust. Thesoldiersstatements made to one another, but also to the audience,circle aroundthe question of their own responsibility in view of an unjustwar.T hey ask themselves in how far they are accountable,b ut they also ask themselves in how far the public deems them accountable:
Aright. Welcome to this story of the Black Watch. At first, Ididnay want tay day this.I didnay want tay have tay explain myself tay people ay.See,Ithink peoplesminds are usually made up about you if you were in the army.
[…] And peoplesminds are made up about the war thatsonthe way now ay?They are.Itsnoright. Itsillegal. Were just big bullies.
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Cammysuse of the pluralpersonal pronoun we is telling:hesomehowidentifies with the enterprise as awhole,yet seems clearly uneasy about his own role in it. He feels the need to justify himself,s ince he has the vague impression that he is blamedf or immoral action, but at the samet ime he is also reluctant to defend himself, because he is just part of alargerenterprise.Through this contradiction, Burke has managed to focus the play on the distinction between the justice of war and the justice in war that the public failst om ake.T he soldiers are implicated unrightfully in the injustice of the war and Burke uses the stage to rectify their moral status in war.Ashestatedinaninterview with The Observer in 2008:"Why, Iw ondered,w ere so many people who were opposed to the Iraq war, for any number of fine principles,also apparently opposedto(or indifferent to) the soldiers,u nable to differentiate between the amateurs doing the planning and the professionals doing the dying?" 6 Thus,t he play is dedicated specifically to the soldiersperspective whichpublic discourse tends to neglect,although, as Burke emphasizes,s oldiers are not naturally responsible for, let alone culpable of the war they fight.His statement shows that one of his crucial interests in bringing this story to the stage was to rectify the assumption that soldiersare somehow to blame for the war. In other words,his crucial, yet apparently unwitting, interest was to draw attentiont ot he distinction between jus ad bellum and jus in bello that, 5G among other things,f rees soldiers from that particular responsibility.T hus,t he playsvery first lines draw attention to the fact that these soldiers feel the need to justify themselves for actions they actually perceive of as theird uty.T heir reluctance to speak resultsf rom their reluctance to justifyt hemselves for an injustice they do not conceive of as their own.Ifthis war is acrime,itisnot their crime and the play points this out. It constitutes aliterary attempt to foreground the fact that the soldier is not responsible per se.
Burkesisjustone of anumber of contemporary plays on the Iraq War, but it differs decisively from othersi ni ts obvious focusn ot only on the combatants experience,but more importantlyonthe combatants feeling of guilt. They cannot help but feel implicated in an immoral endeavorand yet they were never allowed to make an active decision. Thus,Burke manages to turn the audiencesattention away from their judgment of the particular war and to the universal question of the individual soldiersrole in war. He pushes the specific (im)morality of the Iraq Wartothe margins in favor of the difficult question of the subalternsresponsibility.T he play therefore shows as pecific investment in morali ssues typically raised and debatedbyjust war theory.Itmight not be surprisingthat aplay from 2006 takes such matters to heart. It mightbemore surprising that an earlymodern writer does the same.Shakespeare is not always aconcern of just war theorists,but Shakespearesp lays are much morec oncerned with the justice of war than his critics have pointedo ut so far. Manyo ft hesep lays actually place as pecific emphasis not only on the soldiersperspective,but, even more importantly,onthe question of theirresponsibility. necessarily convincing in all cases,his strategy nevertheless draws attention to the fact that literature might have more to contribute to just war theory than is commonly thought. Ac lose examination of the Shakespeare text concedes the point very quickly:t he collocation just war is ubiquitous in the plays and it becomes obviousthat there is astrong undercurrent on the justice of wars.This is even more interesting as Shakespeare scholars have not alwaysnoticed this specific ethical consideration of war in the plays.T here is al ong tradition of arguments for Shakespearesp acifism and an equally long tradition that has argued that Shakespeare glorifiesw ar.T hese two approaches respectively assume a strong influence of Erasmusswritings vis-à-vis Machiavelliswritings in most of the plays. Primaf acie,t here is reason to believe both. Henry VI is an otable pacifist in Shakespeare,whose arguments againstwar based on the principle that violence among Christians can never be permitted:"Ialwaysthought j It wasboth impious andu nnatural j That such immunity and bloodys trife j Should reign amongprofessors of one faith."(1Henry VI,5.1.11-14) Throughout all the three plays on his reign, the character Henry VI arguesconsistently against violence of any kind, to hold "slaughteringhands" and "keep the peace." (1Henry VI,3.1.87) He symbolizes an equation of Christianity and pacifism, appealing to his opponents faith to pacifythem and moreorless directly refers to Aquinas dictum that churchmen and priests especially shall not involve themselves in war:" Who should be pitiful, if you be not? j Or should study to prefer ap eace j If holy churchmen take delightinbroils?"(1Henry VI,3.1.110-112)Piety and pacifism seem inextricably linked and the ensuing horrors of the Wars of the Roses in Shakespearesd ramatizations eem to proveH enrysp oint. Nothing seems just that causes such ap itiful spectacle.T hus,m any Shakespeare scholarsh ave preferred to see the playwright as belonging to the pacifist camp.Steven Marx, among others,h as claimedt hat Shakespeare developed from "a partisan of war to a partisan of peace" and that his late play Troilus and Cressida "condemns war and those who makeit."
Just WarTheory in Shakespeare
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There is one obvious objectiont ot his thesis:i fH enry VI is Shakespeares upholder of the pacifist principle,one has to note nevertheless that he is entirely unsuccessful and in his failure as king even culpable.All opponents overrule him becauseheisunwilling to use force in the defenseofhis kingdom, therebyironically causing the deathso fh undreds of people.H is pleas and prayers remain ineffectual, which renders him one of the more incapable kings in Shakespeares drama." [B] etter fitted for the role of saint than of king," 9 in Harold Goddards words,H enry hands over his kingdomt oM achiavellian schemers,w hose realpolitik proves far moreeffectual. Thedominance of this approachtowar, which Walzer commonly terms realism, and which can be foundinShakespeare from Richard III to Macbeth,has convinced other criticsthat Shakespeare mightreally be apartisan of war.
10 Hisalleged depictionofthe mirror of all Christiankings in the character of Henry Vand the enthusiasm of the playschorusseem to support arealist approachtowar, but as Norman Rabkin showed as early as 1977, it is just as perfectly possiblet or ead this play as ac ondemnation of war.
11 Rabkins seminal text on Henry V was among the first to introduce the notion of Shakespearesf amousa mbiguity as at echnique, which eventually leaves thingsu nresolved:" Always the dramatic structuresets up the opposedelements as equally valid, equally desirable,and equally destructive,sothat the choice that the play forcest he reader to make becomes impossible."
12 Shakespeares" radicala mbiguity" 13 or "ambidextrousness" 14 has become proverbial in Shakespeare criticism not only whenitcomes to the subject of war. However,asIhave argued elsewhere, one need not confine oneself to the thesis that Shakespeare leaves the moral question of war necessarily unresolved. 15 Thethird possibility of explanation lies in just war theory as acommonground between pacifism and realism.
Since just war theoryn either argues for the generali mpermissibility of war such as pacifism does,n or postulates that war is ac ondition that is necessarily exempt from moral judgement, it offers at hird approach to William Shakespearesplays that has rarely been applied, although the general terminology is "ubiquitous" in the drama. 16 In 3Henry VI,W arwick claims,"York in justice puts his armour on."( 2.2.130) In RichardI II,R ichmond states," God, and our good cause,fight upon our side." (5.3.241)Henry IV claimsinthe first part of the play series,"God befriend us as our cause is just!" (1Henry IV,5.1.120) Hotspur utters in the same play the beliefthat "the arms are fair, j When the intent of bearing them is just."( 1Henry IV,5 .2.87/88) In the second part of the series the Archbishopexplains that he has "in equal balance justly weighd" theircause for war against the costs and findstheir "griefs heavier than their offences" (2Henry IV, 4.1.67-69), but Westmoreland claims,their "cause is best."(2HenryIV ,4 . Nicholas Grenes tates," when an armedf orce appears under the commando f Richmond, it is to be welcomed as the just war to end the cycle of violence." 21 Ac loser look at Shakespearesaccount of war showsthat this is true and it reveals that many of the canonical precepts and principles of just war theory have found their way into Shakespearesp lays.A mong those are the three classic principles of legitimate authority,just cause and right intention, as wellasthe principle of proportionality and certain jus in bello-precepts.Moreover, it turns out that the logicaldistinction made by Walzer between jus ad bellum and jus in bello is equally important in Shakespearesp lays and lendst he combatants perspectiveaspecific emphasis thatisquite unusualfor early modern drama. Iwould like to argue in thisarticle that justl ike Burke,S hakespeare uses the fictional possibilities of the stage in order to foreground the soldiers perspectives,thereby giving voice to asubaltern not generally heard in early modern drama. Moreover, once given the opportunity,the soldiers themselves put specific emphasisonthe distinction between jus ad bellum and jus in bello and draw the respective conclusions for theirown moral responsibility in war. 
ShakespearesCommon Soldiers
One could argue that soldier is adifficult militaryterm to apply to Shakespeares characters,because most of them are not only soldiers, but ratherkings,knights and noblemen of different ranks.King Richard III and King Henry Vfunction as soldiers in the field no less so than Hotspur,w ho sees his sole raison dÞtre in chivalrous conduct in war. However,S hakespeare makes aclear distinction between those who fight in wars they have chosen or declareda nd those who are drawn into the mechanismonvery different conditions. Richard dies in awar of his own making, so his death is not as acrifice for an ulterior goal, but rather a consequence of his aggression and such is the case with similarmain characters, who dedicate themselves to causes they believe in, be they justified in doing so or not. Theinterest of this paper,however, lies in thoseShakespeare characters who are at the very bottom of the military hierarchy and who have little or no say in their own military implementation.
These common soldiersh ave received disparate reviews from Shakespeare critics,yet most critics judge them quite severely.One has to concede that at first sight, thesecharacters do not seem to comeoff favorably in terms of honourable conduct. While Shakespearesk nights such as Talbot in HenryV Icheert heir followers on in battle with cries like "Hark,countrymen -eitherrenew the fight j Or tear the lions out of Englandscoats" (1Henry VI,1.5.27/28) or "Die all;die merrily" (1Henry IV,4.1.133) like Hotspur,the common soldiers more often than not express quite different views and considerably less enthusiasm. Talbotspa These characterssing the plain song, i. e. they draw arealistic picture of the war they find themselves in and the overt irony lies of course in the fact that whether they fight or not and win or not, they will never receive any fame for it -s ignificantly,the boy remains nameless.They give voice to theirvery own perspective on this militarye ngagement, but sincet his createss uch as tark contrast to the artificial heroism the play portrays,t heir position seems not only funny,a si ti s surely intended to be,but also cowardly to the point of dishonourable.Thus,critics have felt inclined to argue that Shakespeare generally "resists giving sympathy to the commonality." 22 It seemst hat he merely employst he roles to entertain the masses,since dialogues such as these would "ring true not only to the gentry in Shakespearesaudiencesbut to practically everyone who could afford aplace in the theatre." 23 These common soldiers are exposed to ridicule in more than one play and their general unwillingness to die serves for morethan one comicscene so necessary for theatrical entertainment. Either they try to avoid service,arguing that "there are other men fitter to go out than I" (2Henry IV,3.2.114/115) or they succumbt ot ragicomic fatalism:" he that dies this year is quit for the next." (2Henry IV,3.2.233) Yet, while the comedy might be overt, it is very clear that this discourse among the common soldiers has aseriousundertone,which reveals that they are victims,r ather than soldiers.T his injustice is emphasized in three emblematic scenesi nS hakespeare:( 1) the first draws ar ealistic picture of Elizabethan levy practices,( 2) the second stages an unrealistic morala rgument between the soldier at the bottom and the King at the top of the military hierarchy and (3) the third is an allegorical staget ableau that embodies the fatality of an equation of ad bellum and in bello.
(1) Thec ommon soldiers reluctance to go into battle in 2Henry IV is partly explained by Sir John Falstaff,t heir less thans crupulous captain, who gives a rather grim account of Elizabethan levy practices:
Ihave misused the Kingspress damnably.Ihave got, in exchange of ahundred and fifty soldiers,t hree hundred and odd pounds.
[ …] Ip ressed men none but such toasts-andbutter, with hearts in their bellies no bigger than pins heads,and they have boughtout their services; and now my whole charge consists of […] such as indeed as were never soldiers,b ut discarded unjust servingmen, younger sons to youngerb rothers,r evolted tapstersa nd ostlers trade-fallen […] .N oe ye hath seen such scarecrows.( 1Henry IV, [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [26] [27] [28] [29] 37) As arepresentativeoftypical Elizabethan captains,Falstaff describes that he has let qualified men buy themselves out of service and that he has drawn those withoutc hoices instead. As Corelli Barnett states,t he "rich but timid could provides ubstitutes; yet anotherf orm of corruption guaranteeing the Queen useless recruits." 24 Thecomedy thereforeresults partly from the popular Falstaff figure,b ut also from the audiencesf amiliarity with Elizabethan levy practices. Falstaffsdescription obviously rings true for an audience,since "the entire speech highlights well-known abuses in the Elizabethan recruiting system." 25 As C. G. Cruickshank has shown, towardsthe end of the reign it was reported that [the trained bands] were full of worthless creatures trying to escapef oreigns ervice. They were intended for gentlemen, farmers, and better-class yeomen and labourers,but in fact they were full of servants and members of the poorerclasses. 26 Significantly, the soldiers Falstaff speaksabout never appear to the audience.He only reports in the last act, "I have led my ragamuffins where they are peppered; theresnot three of my hundred and fifty left alive,and they are for the townsend to beg during life." (1Henry IV,5.3.35-38) Since they are not properly equipped to go to war,a lmosta ll of them die ap ointless death. Furthermore,i na nother historical reference to the Elizabethan military,Falstaff reminds us that those who survive cannote xpectc ompensation,l et alone pension.A nE lizabethan soldier who survived the war had little to gain from theirs urvival. 27 Thus,f or an Elizabethan audiencethe comedy results from the parodyoftheir reality,but thereis also aserious undercurrent to the scene.Falstaffscomic interludeexposes him as the representative of the soldiers oppression and Shakespeare makes apoint of their absence.F alstaff speaks of an ameless and faceless collective off-stage, thereby overriding the soldiers individuality.Patricia Cahill has pointedout that the play "relegates impressments to the margins -t ot he shady dealings that happen offstage," 28 but the blatanta bsence of these soldiers is juxtaposed with their entries in the later play. 2Henry IV exposes the commons oldiers plight embodied in characters,who express their reluctance to go to war in order to alert the audiencetothe fact that acommon soldier pressed into service has very little chance of survival. Their unwillingness to go to war resultsf rom their realistic perspective on the chanceofsurvival. Therefore,when Feeble argues in the scene described above," Ic are not, am an can die but once,w eo we God ad eath" (2Henry IV,3.2.229/230),heisless cynical than simply realistic. Shakespeare gives his subalterns the voice to expresst his.T hus,w hile their seeming cowardice provides comedy for the stage,italso implies an accusation of the injustice of their oppression.
(2) Thea ssumption that this is not ac oincidence or merely comic interest is confirmed by an even morepointed and overtly political scene in HenryV .Here, the victims of immorallevy practices are not only given avoice,but they are also given the opportunity to challenget heir superior. In af ictitious scene that is dramatically unnecessary and historically inaccurate,t he common soldiers may openly question the justice of the war and their participation in it. Facing the morning of the Battle of Agincourt, the named soldiersB ates and Williams express their realistic life expectancy:"Wesee yonder the beginning of the day,but I think we shall never see theend of it."(Henry V,4.1.90/91) Thesubaltern voice of the commons oldiers dominates the dialogue,e nabledb yS hakespeare in a seemingly deliberate deviation from both his sources and historical accuracy. As Phyllis Rackin has pointedout, in ordertomake these voices heard,a"recourse to fiction is necessarybecause common soldiers had no place in the historiographic record." 29 Thus,these soldiersdonot only have the opportunity to draw attention to their plight,b ut, even morei mportantly,t hey can voice that responsibility is their greatest concern.Inadramaticencounter with the King in disguise,they are given the opportunity to question the justice of the war and they openly argue for the distinction between ad bellum and in bello. When Henry claims his war to be "just" and "honourable," Williams franklyreplies,"Thatsmore than we know": "Ay, or more than we should seek after, for we know enough if we know we are the Kingssubjects.Ifhis cause be wrong, our obedience to the King wipes the crime of it out of us." (Henry V,4 .1.127-131) As Walzer has it, "theirw ar is not their crime." 30 It lies withinthe Kingsresponsibilitythat his cause be just and not within the soldiers. Their subjection to the crown and their military service in the Kings name meansthat they do not have to answer for the justice of the war. They only have to answer for theiro wn conduct. Thed ialogue thus anticipates the distinction made in just war theory centuries later with astounding accuracy.A s Walzer argues,indirect reference to Shakespearesscene, by and large we dontblame asoldier, even ageneral, who fights for his own government. He is not the member of ar obber band, aw illful wrongdoer, but al oyal and obedient subject and citizen,actingsometimes at great personal risk in away he thinks is right. […] Theatrocities he commits are his own;the war is not. 31 Theinclusion of the dialogue between the soldiers and the King thus draws the attention specifically to this distinction between responsibilities and deliberately foregrounds the perspectiveofthose who die in war. They have the opportunity to argue for their righttobefreed from the responsibility for the war in an anach-ronisticc onfirmation of Walzersa nd refutationo fM cMahansa ssumptions. Moreover, the fact that Shakespeare has to deviate from the historicalr ecord gives the implications for the justice of the war even more weight, according to Rackin:" Only by moving beyond the boundaries of historiographic discourse into the liberties of theatrical invention can Shakespeare find ap lace for the common soldiers in historicaldrama." 32 (3) Thethird scene in support of my argument that Shakespeare tries to emphasizethe combatants perspective and the distinction between the justice of war and justice in warisi ncluded in one his earliest plays, 3Henry VI. It seems that while Shakespearesthemes increase in complexity over the course of his career, as critics typically observe,the soldiersperspective finds its way into the plays as early as 1593. Here, asingle stagetableaucaptures the distinction of ad bellum and in bello,the role of the soldier and their responsibility.Amidst the dramatization of the Wars of the Roses,two character pairs enter the stagefrom different sides. Once again, they remain nameless,t hereby metonymically representinga ll soldiers that fight and die in this war.Onthe left, ason has killed his father, since both were drawn from different sides of the opposition. On the right, afather has killed his son for the samereason: Thet ableau visibly juxtaposes the victims of an unjust war. Their anonymity makes them metonymiesfor all the soldiers dyinginthis war and the deathswithin the familiesserve as metaphors of the unnatural disruption of astate at war with itself.T his particular dilemma has ensued due to coercion,which represents the "peculiar horror of war," according to Walzer, since "forceisused by and against men as loyal or constrained members of states and not as individuals who choose their own enterprises and activities."
33 Theinjustice of the war is such that even morally irreprehensible soldiers now come to feel guilty.T he juxtaposition of "killing" and "murdering" draws attention to the fact that the soldiers no longer feel their duty relieves them of their responsibility.Rather, the injustice of the war is such that their actions are consequentially unjusttoo.They are implicated in the immorality and therefore do not only have to die in vain, but also stand culpable for acrime that is not theirs.Inaddition to all of this,both characters represent 32 Rackin, Stages of History, 165. 33 Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars, 70. hundreds of soldierswho die in vain. Thewar has pitted family against family and neitherside seems to know the cause of war. It has become void, which means that human beings die unnecessarily -t his is one of the greatest crimes of war. As Walzer points out,"it still seems important to say of those who die that they did not die in vain":
There mustbepurposes that are worth dying for, outcomes for which soldiers lives are not too high aprice.The idea of ajust war acquires the same assumption. Ajust war is one that it is morally urgent to win, and asoldier who dies in ajust war does not die in vain. 
Conclusion
Thesetup of the scene,the juxtaposition of interchangeable men from either side of the conflict, makes it visible for the audience that thesesoldiers die in vain,for they die in an unjust war. As Simon Barker argues," the formulaic imagery of tragic death undermines its potential to smooth over and institutionalise wasteful death […] ."
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Once again, Shakespeare includesascene without apparentnecessity to voice the subalternsp erspective in aw ay that respondsu ncannilya ccuratelyt oc ontemporary concerns of just war theory. This brings me back to my generalargument:while present-day just war theorists have tended for quite awhile now to heap the burden of injustice not only on thosewho make war, but also on those who die in it, Shakespearesplays seem to present us with arguments in favor of the morale quality of soldiers.H eg ives hisc ommon soldiers plenty of opportunities to insist on the distinctionbetween ad bellum and in bello and his plays seem to draw deliberate attention to the individual combatants perspectives. Thus,f ar from remaining ambiguous on the matter, Shakespeare clearly distinguishes the justice and injusticeo fa nd in wars with notable priority for the exposition of the plight of the soldier.
Soldiers are moreoften than not blamed for the injustice of awar they are not responsible for and apparently bothW illiam Shakespeare and Gregory Burke, writing over four hundred yearsapart, have felt the need to point this out. Burkes play,w ith which Io pened the discussion, makes this point as follows: "It takes three hundredy ears to build an army thatsa dmired and respected around the world. But it only takes three years pissing about in the desert in the biggest westernforeignpolicydisaster ever to fuck it up completely." (Black Watch,70) In conclusion,Burkeand Shakespeare seem to do avery similar thing.They use their plays to foregroundt he combatants perspective and by doing so,t hey point us towards the logical distinction between jus ad bellum and jus in bello. Only if we 34 Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars, 110. 35 Barker, Warand Nation, 124. accept the independence thesis Walzer putsforth, it seems, is it possible to argue that soldiers are not responsible for the war per se,but only for theirown conduct. This is exactly what McMahan has tried to refute.F ar be it from me to contest either claim.H owever,o ne cannot help but observe that both WilliamS hakespearesand Gregory Burkesplays ascribe responsibility to those who make wars and generate empathy for thosewho die in them. Waroverrides individuality;itis one of its most tragiccharacteristics that its victims remain invisible,impersonal, anonymous-unless they enter the stage,perhaps.Almost 400 years lie between Shakespearesand Burkesproductionsfor the theatre -the fact that they should share such similar concerns might indicatethat literature might very well have the potential to contribute to the ethical debate in much the same way as Walzer first made use of it exactly forty years ago.
